
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcaste
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm nt rights. A number oft
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be aiA8iRt~.l 2008 I
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people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boatei-f)f~losals-wotltet--'

impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters to take ~E~~\'A
people who do not share their values .. The NPRM's proposed advisory boar ~~'~~~~~:
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist a ce from those who
don't share their values could face inGreased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of ProFCC-M/ iis(~M
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foHow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renElwal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicant" by the Commissioners lhemselv~s would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations.. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge Yet. the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals wOIJld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24,2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing Incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to airtime. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making Information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations.. Keeping the electricity fiowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the all' and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service Is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

;J;n crYl C{ ~fhUL_/
Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Date

j Q 4loJ..!lwy' /33
Address I



----=::."'r'::",
___-:'~\\y'~f,..,t! ,t t,.L

'\-rI!2t:N'~:l) L~ \1.'10
1

\.J

",I'll. 2 1 2GGB
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking \ OONI
MB Docket No. 04-233 \ r:cc-t'JL'\\L~::--

I' _-
I submit the follOWing comments in response to the Localism Notice of ProposelrRulemaklng (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008. in MB Docket No, 04-233.

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment nghts. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advIsory board proposals would Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adVIce from those who don't share their
values could face Increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allOWing Incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating what ViewpOints a broadcaster,
particUlarly a religious broadcaster, mllst present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religiOUS broadcaster
consCientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force reveiation of specific editorial decision-making Information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, IS not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting 'on such tt"ngs as who produced what programs wculd intrude on
constitutionally-protected editonal chOices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which ceriain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speCial renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their conSCiences and present onlv the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Chnstian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electllCity flOWing IS often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUlnng
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restncting main studio location chOices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service culbacks - and curtailed service IS contrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC nol to adopt rules, procedures or poliCies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not VIolate First Amendment nghts. A number of
propos31s discussed In the NPRM, jf enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espeCially religIOUS broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their vaiues. The NPRM's proposed adVISOry board proposals would Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adVice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow thelf own
consciences, rather than allowing Incompatible ViewpOints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what ViewpOints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiOUS broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
nghts to alf time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religiOUS broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any reiiglon.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making Information. The chOice
of programming, espeCIally religious programming, IS not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs wouid intrude on
constitutionally-protected editonal chOices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the CommiSSioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Those who stay trlle to thelf conSCiences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive anu potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electncity fiowlng IS often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raiSing costs in two ways: (a) by reqUlnng
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
RaiSing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service IS contrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poliCies discussed above.
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I submit the following comme,nts in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do SO - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such Ilhings as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial chl)ices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is I)n the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments In response to the Localism Notice of Proposed~~•.:?~1\t1

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not VIolate First Amendment nghts. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM. if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advIsory board prop,)sals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adVice from those who don·t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing Incompatible viewpOints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits gover:1ment, Including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiOUS broadcaster, must pre,,~,;t.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
nghts to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religiOUS broadcasler
conscientiously ObjEctS to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial deciSion-making Information. The choice
of programming, especially religiOUS programming, IS not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected edilonal chOices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the CommiSSioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only th '~ey

correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous reneNa,

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many sroaller market secular
stalions. Keeping the eiectni:ily flOWing IS often a challenge. Yet, the CommisSion proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller marketbroadcasters, by substantially raising costs In two ways: (a) by requlnng
staff presenca whenever a s;ation IS on the air and, (b) by further restncting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed selVlce IS contrary to the
public ,nterest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poliCies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, pmcedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Prbfi~~~~aklflg-~e..:.:.:..J

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies 01' procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particulartya religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making infoonation. The choice
of programming, especiaHy religious programming, is not property dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applicalion processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
revi_ of cerlain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments In response to the Localism Notice of Ilf&&IfM~b\1~'~:lJ'("}'"i\i_~-l
"NPRM"), released Jan 24,2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, :f enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted

(1) The FCC must not forcl~ r;3dio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valUE'S. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiOUS broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn e'very radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not forc" r"velation of specific editorial decision-making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial C10 ces.

(4) The FCC must not estabh:;h a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face IDng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is 011 the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Ra'ising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconsmutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two--tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller mar1<et broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Organization (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who do not share
their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious
broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and
even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape
their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a
broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air time.
Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the
message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific ed~orial decision-making information. The choice of programming,
especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and proposals to force reporting on
such things as who produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be automatically barred
from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of
applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to
their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the
electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market
broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air
and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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APR 2 1 2008
Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 F'e

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ~Ulelr~k~i~~(~~~l~OOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24. 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233. --_J

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not Violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religIous broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share thelf values. Ti,e NPRM's proposed advIsory board proposals would Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resIst advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow thelf own
consciences, rather than allowing Incompatible viewpOInts to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating what ViewpOints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a puoiic iorumwhere anyona cr.d e'Jer;:~me h?~

rights to alf time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conSCIentiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editOrial decision·maklng Information. The choice
of programming. especially religious programming, IS not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editOrial chOices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Those who stay true to thelf consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to thelf beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially rUinous renawal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing IS often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the alf and, (b) by further restncting main studio location chOices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poliCIes discussed above.
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Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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I submit the following comments In response to the Localism Notice of ProposL. RUiJM'Ji~ (It,J008
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233. r

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rlJrtPiI!";1U~-£"():2~.J
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choi(;es.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking i '- ".:.'; ,;~., >t:f /'" ,
MB Docket No. 04-233 I" ~ i

'NpR":=':::::;:'~::~~=:;:-~~,__m_dP'"~;;~::;~:,' .1
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ri~r\~:eL':::!.!!.' I

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted, -

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air lime. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposttion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific edttorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a \wo-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who sta'y true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face 1(>I1g, expenSive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice P""roposed Rulemakipg

(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No 04-~ 2 1 2008

Any new FCC rules, policies or procE!dures must not violate First Amendm t rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not EF~M:AiLROOM

- _a

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau



I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Noticeof~l:s!ng
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. "i'·I::': .. e:J'l

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm nt rig~fsR 14 rlu~(fr of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if er1aeted, would do 50- and must not ~~~A~tHO

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take a:iCJ\)it:·:e:.flratfU
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciencl~s, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed abqve.

Signature and Date

iMDOt'1t:J. <E,A.(- 3C16:1f ']Iu~ ld~r[Jn Lv.
Name and Address

Mail By April 14. 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
.+45 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rig
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

,- :r,:,w:n c '",e-,; ··CT·~iJ-'1[.t......b \I' LI..-' (:~_ ll"l..)j t i:

APR ? 1 20;J8ulemaking (The

FCC-MAIU100M

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids rmposrtion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not property dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a twe>-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who Stal' true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

APR 2 1
I submit the following commenls in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ulemaking (the

'NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-M
---,.,~,.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacled, would do so - and must not be adopted.

zoos

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objecls to the messagE>. The First Amendment forbids imposttion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force rE,velation of specific edttorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face Ic)flg, expenslve and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastlll's operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin'~ is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, p,rocedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng \ t>-PR '2 1 200~j
MB Docket No. 04·233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo\ ~~~R~C?OM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~--

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if onacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating whaloviewpoints a broadcaster,
particuiarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Matrix In uS I '".. .-
Matrix"Telecom Inc.
201 8rookwood Road
Almore, Al 36502-3513

11,11.. ,III" III, ,1111 ,I ,I, 1,11111 ..1,1,1, ,1111 ,11,1 ,II" II, II

Invoice Number:

Account Number
Billing Date
Due Date

Page 1 of 4

67524575

302190820-2
04104108
04129/08

51'l :LI2 101'1 !o DliD!211D6 3D1HRND'l

Charlotte Johnston
1508 W KEATS AVE
FRESNO, CA 93711-3003

11,1""II,I",I",li",II"II,II",II"",II,II",I"1,,1,1,1

Summary of Services
Account History
Previous Balance
Payments and Credits Received
Amount Past Due

Summary of Charges
Installation Charges
Service Charges
Subscription Charges
Usage Charges
Fixed Charges
Discounts/Promotions
Total Charges

Other Charges and Fees
Taxes
Surcharges
Other Charges
Late Fees/Administrative
Total other Charges and Fees

Total New Charges
Current Balance Due By 04/29/2008

Any past due balances are due Immediately
To avoid late Ch.B.'9.es., .anyin.q/i!ry a~ut_f!?!~..bil! ,s~t?~tq_ ~_rn_a_~ p'!O! to the Due Date.

$33.77
$2613CR

$7,64

$000
$000
$0.00
$000
$000
$0.00
$0.00

$000
$000
$000

$1011
$10.11

$10.11
$17.75

Special Notes

Did you know that you can pay your bill
over the phone? Just call
1-668-TRINSIC (874-6742) to make a
one-time payment by check or credit
card.

Answers and Information
Billing Inquiries (800)262-0242
Customer Service (600)262-0242

See Reverse Side for important Terms and Conditions

Y Detach the coupon below and return with your payment

Mailing Payment
Payment Coupon
;>Iumbe,s You need to Know
Account, Number
Invoice Number
Billing ~ate

302190620-2
67524575

04104106 D

To es1abllsh Charge Carel 0'
Automatic Sank Draft Paymenrs

Check the box at left and complete the
back side of this payment coupon

Charlotte Johnston
1508 W Keats A'if'
Fresno, CA 9371,13003

."" Address Changes

O Check the box and note changes or
, corrections on the baCK of thIS form:

1:0 pay by chec}r or Money Oreler (US Dollars only)
Write your Account Number on your check
Make Checks payable to and mail to:

Cm"on: 3.lo"ce D~e Ey C412~IOC ,
Invoice I\iailed Ol"i n4!03/03

Amount
Enclose'" .$DDDDD.DD

11,0, I" II !III;" ,111111, 0' ,II I, ,II I, .1111 ,I ,III, 1,1 ,1.1111" I
Matrix Telecom Inc.
PO Box 60091
New Orleans, LA 70160-0091

II, "I II", '" ,I ,II "11",11,, ,II",I,!" ",111,1 '" ,,11,11,,1

000003021908202 [][lDD1936 ,00000003377 DDDDDOl][JDDD 00000001775 2



7. What ia a Minimum Usage Charge?
A Minimum Usage Charge is the difference between your monthly ustade'gu~rBntee: ~~i
agreed upon in your Service Contract. and your monthly usage plus sppllcab1e mOr1thly
recurring charg,es. This charge .......11 only appear on your invoice if'your:monlhly usage falls
below your monthly usage guarantee.

Charlotte Johnston
1508 W Keats Ave
Fresno, CA 937113003

Thank you for your business!
Provided below are answers to mallY 'of 'your fre~uenliy'aSk~d questi6ns.
1.WhatisaPfCC? " ':'~"',,

PICC stands for Presubscribed Interexchenge Carril!rCh8r~e, The Presubscribed

Interexchange Carrier Charge Is a fee that long distance companies pay to the 11'cal

telephone company to help recover part of the costs of providing the "local loop_" Local loop
is a term that refers to t~e outside telephone YAres. under;grounfi, F?:ndui.l, tel~phone poles.
and other facilities that link each teiephoAelctJ;tomer~c the'tele1:lh4n&ne~l'k, This charge

may increase from time to time r I i fT:-', ',. \ '... ' j:

iJ' ,'Jk:
I , ;,

" ,'\ Invoice Number: 67524575

I
, ,

l_ '.

2. What is a USF Recovery Charge? : 'c" "

As mandated by the Federal Communications Commls$idn,aliiong di$l:aMe companies
must pay into a Federal "Universal Service Fund~ to subsjdi2!q costs 11J.acclll~s

telecommunication and information ~ervlces fo; schoofs:. Ilbraries~ and rrural health facilities.

These costs are re-paid by the customers by means of a surcharge on interstab!' and

international charges.

3. What Is thlil.,Federal RI"9t;Jlatory C?st Recovery ~"'8?I" _1, ~: I"~ _ ~

This fee is necessary to help Telecbm Carriers defray mandated FCC fees and relateCl

administrative expenses. This fee affects all interstate and International usage and MRCs
with Voice Services, Frame Relay, ATM, Private Line -- note that it only applies to the

Frame, Private Line, and ATM services that are billed in the United States

4. What is a Pay phone Surcharge?
The Pay phone Surcharge compensates the pay phone owner for the use of their phones
This surcharge. paid by Matrix, is mandated by the Federal Communications Commission

and applies to all completed cans placed from a pay phone when using toll-free numbers,
950. 10-10, or any similar access codes, This mandate applies to aD Io",gdistaflce carriers.

This charge is passed on to the customer, Pay phone Surcharges are identifiild as "Pay
phone SRCG Calls"'n the Customer Account Summary section. These calls am idenlifh~d

with a "P" next to the call amount in the Call Detail section

5. On my invoice I noticed the word Prorate. What does it mean?

Some products and services Bre billed one month in advance. If you sign up for one of
these services in the middle of your billing period, your charges for that period will be, less
than a full month's charge. This partial month charge Is called a prorate. For example, if yoli
sign If! for Internet services in the middle of your monthly billing cycle, you will tie charged
for 15 days of use (assuming a 3G-day month). plus the fun amount in advance j'or next
month's charges.

6. How does auto renewal work?

As set out in your agreement with Matrix, your services ""';11
automatically renew for 12 months at the end of the Inilial Term for vAlich they were ordered.

unless terminated by either party. Value NellEl Plan I and EZ Plan II services auto-renew for
a period of 15 or 30 months under the terms and conditions of those "services. If you do not
want your service to auto-renew at the end of its Initial Term, you must send written

notification to the fonowing address at least 30 days prior to the expiration of the Initial Term
for ...mich you ordered the service.

Notices should be sent to:
Matrix
POBox 10751

Atmore, AL 36502
You may also fax your notification to the fonowing number: 1-251·368-1314

9. In the local Service Summary section, what does "$7 Per Line

Subsidy" mean? '
As a benefll of having both local and long distance serMces ~th 'us. Mairix pay i '$.7,OO'~~ctJ
month, per local service line, This subsidy is airelttty subtracted ih the line charJes' stlo'wn b,i
your invoice.

to. In the Local Service Summary section, what does "Per Use Services" mean?
, ; :Depetldi.1gon ttie feEilu~es offe(:ed in'ytur geog..aj:'l'lt 'area. these services may inclUde: Call

Return, Three-Way Calling, Call Trace, Continuous Redial, Busy
Line Verification and Busy Line interrupt Per Use Services are charged for as
you use them.

11. In the Local Service Summary section, what are "other Carrier" calls?
Other Carrier calls are calls you placed using a long distance provider other than Matrix.
These calls are typically placed using that telephone provider's unique access code Many
of these access codes are prefixed with a "10-10"

12. What local services ~ppear in the, Call Detail section of rny invoice?
The local services that appear In the Call Detail section are all directory assistance. operator
assistance. information service calls (such as lime and temperature). and other carrier cans
D.epending on your local telephone provider, Extended Area Calfs mayor may not appear in
this section

13. How can I find information aboutthe Telecommunication Relay

Service (TRS)?
To utilize the TRS system, simply dia1711. For additional in{ormation. consult the F.C,C, '5

web site: htlp:lhrww,fccgov!cgbfdrol1r$,ht"(1

14. Can I pay my bill by check?
Payment by check authorizes us to clear your check electronically This electronic

transaction win appear on your bank statement although your check will not be presented 10
your financial institution or returned to you. Ifyour payment must be re.presented due to
insufficient funds, the charge for re-presentment may alsoioccur electronically. Payment by
check constitutes acceptance of these tenns.

To avoid having YOur dial tone suspended or disconnected the 'Total New Charges' amount
shown under the 'Summary of Services' seelion of your invoice must be paid by the 'Current
Balance Due By' dale shown on the first page of yOur invoice. Thi's'paymenl is in addi!jon to
any non-disputed past due amouni shown on this invoice, ' '

.,© Copyright 2007 Ma!rix Telecom, Inc. Soroe., restriolt,ons may apply.

~- "

• Address Changes

Name

Name

Street

Apt I Suite

City

• Charge Card Payments
Establish credit card payment beginning
with your next bill

Charge to my:
OVisa OAmerican Express
D MasterCard D Discover

ITIIIIIIIIIIIIILl
Account Number

ITIIJ [OJ
AMEX CII) Visa/MClDiscover CW2

IT] .CDExpiration Date Month I Year

Phone Number (A~ Code) XXX-XXXX'

• Automatic Debit Payments

Estebllsh debit payment beginning with
your next bill
'1 Supply a vqided check from the account you
, wish to debit. Please ~nter '

AccountNumber

iTI-crTTTT.T.,
~._~

2 Be sure to enclose a payment for your current
Payment Amount Due.
Note: Automatic Debit Payments begin with your nert bill.

Phone Number (AIlIa Code) XXX-XXXX

Signature rmust match name on account)

Slale

OOl9smlLH

Zip Code
Signature (must match name on account)

Until further wriltfjnnofice, the abo", signatuIlI authorizes Matrix, its successors and/or assigns ro ,debit my checking/savings/charge account
formy payment Bs'dirwcfed abo"" on or afput the Paymem Due Oa~ noted on my bill In thefufurw, the Total Amount Due will be

,automatic,'lyd~. ro th6 checking/savingslcharrle Bccount as indicated.

"------------ -------




